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REMARKS 

Claims 1-19 remain in this application. Claims 1, 6, 7 and 12 have been 
amended. 

Claims 1, 6, 7 and 12 have been amended to overcome the 35 U.S.C.112 second 
paragraph rejection. 

Reconsideration of this application is requested. 

Claim rejections U.S.C.112 

Claims 1, 6, 7 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.112 second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly pointing out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 has been amended to add a clear antecedent basis by the rollers 
introduction as "a plurality of path rollers" and the words "or the like" have been deleted. 

Claim 6 has been amended to add a clear antecedent basis for the term variance 
by deleting the word "the" and replacing it with the word "a". 

Claim 7 has been amended to structurally define the claim as follows: 
7. (currently amended) The web cleaner as recited in claim 1 wherein said pair of 
counter rotating rollers further comprise having a differential speed of said rollers to 
that of the web which for optimum performance can be from 9. 75 feet per second (3 
metres per second) to 35. 75 feet per second (11 metres per second). 
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Claim 12 has been amended to replace the description of the separating bar edge 
as being rounded instead of blunt to overcome the duplication of claim 10. It is 
submitted that the description of the rounded edge is not new matter as it is completely 
described in the specification on page 8 line 12 as being an option. 

Claim rejections U.S.C. 102 

Claims 1-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Howard 
in U.S. Patent No. 6,598,261 and claims 1, 2, and 4-19 are anticipated by claims 1-17. 

Applicant has submitted herewith a terminal disclaimer to obviate a double 
patenting rejection over "prior 55 patent number 6,598,261 B2 which will overcome the 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) rejection. 

Claim rejections U.S.C 103 

Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Howard 
in U.S. Patent No. 6,598,261. Claim 3 was invented by at least 08/16/03 by Les Bennett 
which was an improvement as a result of activities undertaken within the scope of a joint 
research agreement. A fax dated 08/16/03 to the agent of record indicated the 
improvements required for the instant application filed on 10/08/2003. 

The improvements of claim 3 resulted in a manufacturing change in one of the 
elements resulting in considerable cost savings for the production of the invention as it 
was found by experimentation that it was not absolutely necessary to utilize textured 
rollers to obtain satisfactory results. The examiner contended that one skilled in the art 
would have found it obvious to use such a surface on the rollers, however even though 
the unit had been in production for some time it wasn't until Bennett discovered that this 
feature could result in the same utility and be affect the overall cost of the device. Since 
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the newly discovered unobvious improvement is novel and unique it is submitted that 
claim 3 should be allowed. 

Furthermore there can be no prima facie obviousness merely because the prior art 
can be modified to the claimed form without a suggestion of its desirability and Howard 
was completely silent as to such a surface. 

The same argument is presented in regard to claims 7 and 8 which differ from the 
claims of issued patent 6,598,261 as far as empirical data is concerned which was 
discovered by Bennett before 08/16/03 as discussed above. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The listing of the references in the specification was objected to as it is not a 
proper information disclosure as 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires all patents, publications or 
other information to be submitted on a separate paper, therefore applicant acknowledges 
that the references have not been considered. 

Accordingly, the rejections under 35 U.S.C 102, 103 and 112 are deemed 
overcome by applicant's amendment and remarks. 

Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested and allowance of the instant 
application is solicited. 
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A TERMINAL DISCLAIMER, in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) is attached 
to obviate a double patenting rejection along with a fee of $65.00. A check in the amount 
of $60.00 is also attached to cover a one-month Extension of Time. 
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